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Rethinking the Nexus between Development Theory and IR: 
From Old Divisions to New Encounters*
 
Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt**
 
During the past three decades theorizing on the reasons why development and 
economic growth occurs in some areas and not in others and whether the 
international system has had any influence on this issue a significant evolution 
has occurred. 
  
The 1970s were the heydays of Marxian critique of capitalism, not only in 
development studies but also in research on international relations. However, 
this perspective came to an impasse already in the mid-1980s because of a 
generalized theoretical disorientation and a perceived lack of openness to 
diversity. Moreover, critical (Marxist) research was confronted with trends 
toward intellectual positioning from the "sociology of Zeitgeist" emanating from 
postmodernism, postcolonial studies and neoliberalism. It meant among other 
things a deliberate turning away from economics and politics toward cultural, 
aesthetic and environmental critiques. Recently, and connected to this, social 
sciences are being challenged by a new wave of culturalization and exclusive 
statist perspectives with the consequence that theorizing is increasingly 
confronted with compartmentalized concepts, fragmented ideas, empiricist, 
issue-focused and sometimes action-oriented research agendas. Nevertheless 
new trends challenge this truism. 
 
Regardless of this tendency, the evolution of the world is reimposing the 
necessity of bringing back what had been prematurely dismissed! As such social 
forces had not died together with the fading away of class as a category of social 
science and the breakdown of Soviet style Marxism-Leninism. On the contrary, 
globalization and uneven development have put renewed focus on social actors 
such as how classes construct and generate state entities as well as underlining 
the importance of a non-reductionist understanding of changing social 
formations, configurations, and constellations. In a sense this is what Cox 
originally referred to as the emergence of dominant and subordinate classes, 
which should be grasped in a dialectical interplay with the crystallization of a 
particular state/society complex. This duality should be the main objective of 
study rather than the overemphasis on the state (Cox 1986: 205). Although the 
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critiques on the “blind spots” of political economy contributed with a number of 
interesting questions and critiques and issues, the main argument developed in 
this paper is that the result of their success has led to a U-turn away from what 
can be argued as real life and death development problems: issues for which 
even mainstream and hardcore IP theory show a better understanding. In other 
words the notions of local/national and not least international order and power 
have disappeared along with the invasion of anthropology, cultural studies, 
political science and so forth, and a number of attacks on “grand theory” (Weber 
and Marx) for not having taken this or that aspect into consideration. Missing 
from this approach is the realization that the study of classes and order in 
capitalist societies is always per definition based, not only on focussing on 
diversity, but also on analysis of social inequality. Without inequality there 
would be no differentiations. Consequently, in its most simplistic terms, a 
capitalist social order consists precisely of groups of people occupying common 
positions of inequality. 
 
This is a first attempt to provide an adequate understanding of the appropriate 
interplay between development theory and International Relations - an approach 
sharing a broad sociological, contextual including an emphasis on the external 
dimension. Contextual in this sense means that the role of the external 
environment differs depending on the local context and interdisciplinary 
perspective based on a 'new comparative political economy' needs to be brought 
to the fore.  
 
Based on these preliminary observations, this paper aims 1) to deconstruct 
anomalies in the current debates within the various traditions and disciplines in 
development theory and IR/IPE and to determine the extent of discussions 
between them. 2) To establish whether new social forces are emerging and try to 
identify the resulting impact of social change on world order and globalization. 
3) To propose new avenues for research which might contribute to a broader and 
more fruitful understanding of development and IR/IPE theory?   
 
Order versus Disorder 
There are good reasons for short-term pessimism and longer-term optimism 
when it comes to development per se. Documentation as produced by 
organizations such as UNDP (Human development Report), UNCTAD, and 
SIPRI lead to the conclusion that growth and development prospects in the 
South (Third World) are rather bleak. Some 42 states are under IMF/WB 
surveillance while another 27 countries are experiencing conflicts of a 
violent/military nature; these are taking place primarily in the South. The North-
South gap is increasing inequality and poverty in the international realm. 
AIDS/HIV and social instability are precursors for an increasing number of so-
called failed or virtually collapsed states (meaning states which lost the 
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monopoly of violence); at the same time inequality and uneven development are 
increasing not only in international realm, but also domestically, both spatially 
and in real income terms. 
 
Although this is the general picture there are pockets/small islands of growth 
and other dynamic activities, but this is either because those local societies have 
hit the bottom or can’t get any deeper, or because there are a number of special 
circumstances usually of an exogenous character, providing the impetus for 
local growth. 
 
Under these circumstances - almost per definition - development research, 
besides being interdisciplinary and critical needs to endorse the normative point 
of departure which is related to enhancing and improving the living conditions 
and human security in both South and North. Whether this is achieved through 
participation, democracy, authoritarianism, regionalism etc. is not the question 
to be dealt with here; the question is how to achieve growth in a (hostile) 
international system? 
 
Turning to the role of theory 
The following attempts to situate and understand why theories are established in 
historical contexts. This is done by deconstructing the theories through a focus 
on their basic epistemological/ontological assumptions. For instance, on the 
basis of the Eurocentric approach it has become an established truth in IP theory 
that the sovereign and territorial nation-state system was established in the 
Westphalian conference (1648). This also implies confirmation of the non-
intervention principle. However, a more global and critical awareness and a 
historical deconstruction falsifies this assumption. There always were well-
functioning nation-states in China, India, Southeast Asia and elsewhere long 
before it was invented in Europe. The same test can be applied to other 
conceptual constructs, which are either taken for granted or treated as 
universally valid although based on Eurocentric/Anglo-American categories. 
 
In the present context of the world system the main point is that the hegemony 
of the neo-liberal discourse has left the Third World in a catch 22 between so-
called “progressive” development theories with either naive optimism or a 
fatalistic acceptance of the notion of the “survival of the fittest”, and Western 
dominance in defining the theoretical, empirical and real-political intervention 
into politics. 
 
As suggested by critical students of development it is time to reconsider, to 
evaluate the prevailing disorder and disarray of theory and try to propose new 
concepts and methodologies which would facilitate new thinking and ways to 
solve the stalemate. 
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However, as Schuurman notes, the point of departure should be the lopsidedness 
on all levels afflicting the world: “Whichever theoretical corner we may choose 
to sit in, it cannot be denied that development on a global scale is of importance 
to the inequalities within the Third World, and between the First and the Third 
World”. The debt burden and the influence of international financial policies in 
these countries are known examples. Lesser known, though not less important, is 
the increasing “triadisation” of the world economy whereby Europe, the US and 
Japan “play ball” with each other. Increasingly large parts of the Third World 
stand on the sidelines while summoned at the same time to throw themselves at 
the mercy of the world market. Inequality is thus a relevant concept, not only on 
a micro-level (social categories) but also on a supranational level. 
 
This leads to the proposed “marriage” between IR and development theory 
and/or between certain strands of IPE theory. There are no prospects of a merger 
or amalgam being just around the corner, but an embryonic dialogue can be 
discerned. The question is not so much which discipline should incorporate the 
other, but rather how cross-fertilization in a range of topics/subjects can be 
initiated, the point being that development can no longer be perceived in 
isolation from the international system and vice versa. Although related 
prematurely to the dustbin of history by postmarxist approaches this was in fact 
one of the strong elements of Marxist theories of imperialism and neo-Marxist 
schools of dependency and world systems analyses. This should not be seen as 
an endeavor to bringing back those approaches in their orthodoxies, but taking 
them into consideration in the heterogeneous concerns of scholars in the various 
aspects of development studies and international relations/IPE. 
 
This paper touches upon some of the areas where this can be done in the present 
context: 
 
1) State/society complexes with a specific focus on the influence of 
economic policy-making on the forms of economic regulation (why leave 
this to the World Bank/IMF/WTO)? 
 
2) The second area is the problematique about order/disorder and chaos. I 
firmly believe that this is a conceptual variable which many social 
scientists have shied away from, but which does hold some prospects 
especially as a variable which can connect IR/IPE and development 
studies. 
 
Last but not least, a few words about social forces or new social movements. 
The paper mentions below that many theories overlook the fact that the Vietnam 
war was won in the streets of Washington/New York, because it was lost in 
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Vietnam. The new “resistance movement against neoliberal globalization” is a 
positive sign of revitalizing politics. However, it might also be interpreted as 
embarrassing for the academic development community that proposals regarding 
the Tobin tax, a rebate for slavery and a Marshall plan for Sub-Sahara Africa did 
not emanate from the academic world but from the social movements. On this 
ground the anti-globalization movement should inspire the academic world and 
its success depends to a degree on the ability to mobilize public opinion at a 
much broader scale. Indeed, one of the lessons from the Vietnam war is that the 
connection between the intellectuals and the academic world including students 
and working classes and trade unions are of immense importance. 
 
However, to grasp the complexities of the analysis and conceptualization of the 
changes at work the following provides a discussion with regard to the interplay 
of development and international relations relevant for both research and 
teaching objectives. 
 
Social theory has per definition assumed that disorder is a natural state and has 
thus been primarily concerned with the emergence of social order from this 
basic formlessness. This was true of social and political philosophy well before 
the advent of compartmentalized disciplines of sociology proper. Thus Thomas 
Hobbes explained how the state was created as a means to curb the chaotic war 
of all against all which characterizes the natural state. Emile Durkheim found 
the basis of social order in the conscience of the collective, while Max Weber 
pointed to traditions, values and interests as the factors producing social 
regularities. Related to this, it is probably well-known that when those directions 
of social theory are translated into development studies (modernization, 
dependency, and postdevelopment and lately anti-developmentalism), and into 
theoretical frameworks of international relations (IR) and international political 
economy (IPE) (realism, liberalism and Marxism) they can be interpreted as 
derived from or appearing in conjunction with or against the main corpus of 
social theory. 
 
While IR theory makes a virtue of describing the world as it is, the study of 
development is explicitly normative. The latter not only tries to explain but also 
embodies certain ideas about what development should mean and seeks to effect 
the desired. IPE evolved out of IR precisely because of the difficulties involved 
in separating empirically and theoretically matters related to production, trade, 
and investment from national interests. As is well-known, the primary concern 
of IPE is ‘who gets what, where, and how’ (Underhill 2000: 4), while the main 
objective of critical development studies includes attempts at understanding the 
causes of inequality and poverty in society as well as the processes that are 
involved in societal transformation. This ultimately creates links between the 
two disciplines on questions of international justice, the distribution of resources 
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between states and societies such as poverty and inequality in state/society 
complexes and between state/society complexes. 
 
The term development was launched after the second WW as the lodestar 
leading to prosperity, but soon revealed itself as an illusion (Wallerstein 1994: 
3-20). Modernization theory, the very metamorphosis of development theory, 
simplistically emphasized secularization, the rise of science and technology, 
urbanization and differentiation, but at the same time disregarded power 
lopsidedness in the international system and the changes within it as an 
independent conceptual variable. In this manner, modernization theory 
disregarded the contributions of imperialism theory and as well as the theoretical 
frameworks and strategies of economic nationalism (catching-up) and socialist 
construction.  
 
In recent times there have been calls for the abandoning of the whole 
developmentalist discourse because of its failure to live up to expectations. The 
increasing rates of poverty, environmental problems, weakening of the state, and 
the growing wealth gap between the North and the South have led to the 
emergence of post-developmentalism and even anti-developmentalism. The 
proponents of the modern and postmodern tendencies call for the incorporation 
of so many issues and categories that development theory per se looses meaning. 
It is not the intention to situate postdevelopmentalism and antidevelopmentalism 
in a political/ideological frame of reference as the similarities and variations 
with modernization theory have not been subjected to sufficient scrutiny. While 
modernization theory (also in the dependency version) emphasizes the need to 
supersede traditionalist society, culture and social organization opponents 
propose to reinstate traditionalism as the level of analysis. In this way focus is 
put on inherently sociological and anthropological aspects such as ethnicity, 
culture, gender, etc. as independent variables. The danger is that by reifying 
these parameters from more state-society development strategies, and 
fetischzising them, divisions in social practices are encouraged preventing a 
more holistic approach. The end result is paradoxically similar to the binary 
opposition of modernization and tradition which development theory adopted. 
But while world systems analysis put the stress on the international systemic 
level, both modernization and post- and antidevelopmentalism reduce this 
inherent contradiction which had previously been well established. 
 
It is obvious that taking Robert Cox’s notion regarding the necessity of situating 
theory and knowledge in its proper historical context, because its purposes and 
biases reflect the requirements of the theorist at a particular point in time and 
place in history,1 the lost decades of enhancing human development, prosperity 
and security in the South added to the “impasse in development theory” and the 
neo-liberal counter attack. A problematique which will be treated below. 
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In tandem with the crisis of theory a crisis of society has occurred. The rapid and 
radical loss of order is profound at every level of social reality from family 
disruptions to the failure of businesses to the undoing of political regimes, or so-
called state failures, and the devastation of the organized South. Sudden 
collapses of the social order can be followed by periods of turbulence, where 
future developments can be largely subject to accidental events. This insecurity 
of social order has meant that the Newtonian mechanism (which is so profound 
in positivism and functionalism/neo-liberalism, i.e. neo-realism cum 
modernization) cannot be an accepted model for the representation of social 
reality. In contrast sociologists often focus on situations where a state of order in 
a structural or developing social system suddenly breaks down thus increasing in 
analytical and political importance of the concept of societal actors in a chaotic 
world. 
 
Human actors logically seek to control the undesirable. They try to anticipate 
future systems, evaluate them, analyze their presumable background, and set 
about to change the antecedent conditions for possible future negative situations. 
It is conceivable that circumstances to which models of spontaneous, unintended 
generation of order and disorder can be applied are becoming more frequent in 
the global arena. Together with globalization characterized by general 
marketization and commodification, the dissolution of traditional forms of social 
organization means that governance by the mechanism of markets rather than 
the logic of hierarchy or solidarity are increasing all over the world. However, 
this is full of paradoxes and contradictions and leaves humankind with 
anomalies such as the stabilization programs and structural adjustment packages 
(the political epiphenomenon of modernization theory and the neo-liberal 
discourse) which are now widely considered as the causes rather than the 
solutions to the economic problems in the South; nevertheless they are still the 
dominant policy no matter how many spin-doctors and how much window 
dressing the IFIs employ to explain the opposite. Neoliberalism with a human 
face is an oxymoron both in theory and practice. 
 
With regard to the relaunching of the concept of societal actors, it is an attempt 
to bring order into a world of instability and chaos. Perhaps the most appropriate 
way of understanding why this concept has regained importance should be 
found in the concepts of control, or regulation, or regime or simply order. The 
idea of “globalization from below” (Falk 2000) intended to challenge hegemonic 
forces attempt at the international level to create world order, and furthermore 
represent an attempt not to replace class and social forces, but to add an 
additional complimentary category based on difference and heterogeneity. In 
this regard, it is interesting to note that the rebellion against the global elite 
started in a remote village in Chiapas on New Year's Day 1994 by the 
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Zapatista's movement's ‘Ya Basta’ (Enough is Enough), generated an 
international movement which later blocked the proposed Multilateral 
Agreement on Investment (MAI), “invaded” the streets of Seattle six years later, 
and gathered outside the World Economic Forum (WEF) in Davos envisioning 
that a general politics of resistance against globalization had emerged. Later on 
the protests evolved into genuine global social movements meeting in Genoa 
and Porto Allegre for the alternative social summit and created the transnational 
movement Attack which campaigns for a tax on financial speculation. The 
alternatives and the critique, although extremely diverse - politically and 
ideologically - reject deregulated global integration and reasserts that democracy 
and basic human dignity must be at the center of the development process. What 
is really at stake is not the fact that the undemocratic, non-transparent global 
elite is gathering behind barbed wire and protected by armed police, but the fact 
that the new global democracy movements are riding on the backs of worker’s 
strikes against globalization (France 1995 and Korea 1997), and resembling the 
anti-Vietnam movement from the 1960s and the beginning of the 1970s in terms 
of the prospects of overturning neo-liberal globalization.2  
 
In this context, it is self-evident that the familiar and well studied Bretton 
Woods organizations set up after the Second World war - the United Nations, 
GATT/WTO, IMF, and the World Bank - are proving incapable of responding to 
the new demands emanating from an international system in the throes of 
uncertainties and radical change. Likewise other organizations of more recent 
vintage such as the EU, NAFTA, G-7 (8), CSCE and the WEF are not doing any 
better. The tasks were initially relatively easy to identify while the new 
requirements for the world economy to function are relatively nebulous. After 
WWII, the Bretton Woods arrangement was supposed: 
 
- To manage common problems arising between states, 
- to establish rules and procedures to be respected by states, 
- to redistribute a minimum of resources between unequally developed states 
- to prevent and settle differences between states. 
 
Insofar as the interstate system still has some relevance, these purposes - with all 
their familiar difficulties and contradictions - remain. But the international 
institutional structure is being increasingly asked not only to serve as the link 
between nation states, but also to assume responsibilities for the regulation of 
social matters formerly managed at the national level by states, trade unions, 
local firms and all kinds of intermediary organizations. At a time of increasing 
resistance to all forms of institutionalization on the part of individuals and mass 
movements in a context of widespread and growing social disorder, throughout 
the world (for example the spread of violence, drugs, Mafia-type practices, 
migration, trafficking in female slave labor etc.), the international society is 
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expected to act as the collective agency responsible for establishing the 
'institutionalized compromise' necessary for the regulation of any Gesellschaft 
(McMichael 1996 and Falk 2000). 
 
However, in contrast to these tendencies described above, today most Third 
World states have lost control over the forms of economic regulation. The 
increase of global regulation and governance is to a tremendous degree a 
situation benefiting the North on the expense of the South. Furthermore, the 
borderline between domestic and non-domestic affairs has become blurred, 
while the world scene is characterized by the coexistence of an inner-state 
system and a multicentred system composed of a virtually infinite number of 
agents and founded on largely uncodified networks of loyalties; this is 
compounding the crisis of the nation-state and contributes to growing 
inequalities and Thirdworldization of the North and vise versa. Much of the 
difficulty - even the impossibility - of identifying the basic unit of international 
politics lies in the prevailing disorder and disarray of theory. This is why, the 
assigned purpose of the  “Resistance movement against globalization” right 
from the start was to establish a kind of ' alternative international governance' 
from below through cooperation between societal actors and institutions in 
certain areas. And this is also why the academic community needs to evaluate 
existing theories and try to encapsulate the new trends and propose new 
concepts and methodologies, which enable new thinking and ways to solve the 
stalemate. 
 
Background 
For a long time economics and politics by mainstream IR were seen as isolated 
spheres or as a case of “mutual neglect” (Strange 1970).  Economic affairs were 
considered low politics while statesmen and diplomats took care of high politics. 
But this changed due to a number of factors related to the breakdown of the 
Bretton Woods system - US economic and political crisis/Vietnam war (1961-
1973), decolonization and the demand by the “Third World” for a New 
International Economic Order designed to enhance the Third World’s economic 
position in the international system. In the period following the collapse of the 
Bretton Woods system the Keynesian liberal democratic growth and welfare 
package came under severe pressure, as a consequence of the neo-classical 
counterrevolution of the 1980s. This signified a rejection of the social 
democratic/New Deal project based on state intervention and regulation of 
markets (Toye 1987; Martin 1991:53); and in 1989 the meltdown of the Soviet-
style planned economies in the USSR and East Europe dealt the ultimate blow to 
state intervention and regulation of markets. 
 
It was a combination of these developments in the last fifty years that led the US 
academic development community to shift from optimism to pessimism and 
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back again to optimism encapsulated in the thesis that humanity had reached 
“the end of history”. During the second half of the century, had seen a series of 
events which gave concern to the decision-makers and strategists of the leading 
capitalist nations i.e. the US. The Chinese revolution, the Korean war, the Cuban 
revolution, the humiliating defeat in Indochina, the electoral victory of socialism 
in Chile, as well as the movement of national liberation throughout the Third 
World, contributed to shift the focus of conventional development thinking from 
modernization (emulation of the advanced capitalist economies based on 
pluralism, participation and democracy) to a primary concern with social control 
(authoritarianism). One of the few neo-realist academics who dared to conflate 
development studies and IR theory, Samuel Huntington, very early replaced the 
term political development with political change, because of the former notion’s 
ideological and normative basis. The source of his concern was political decay, a 
condition marked by unrest, violence, corruption and coups, which underlined 
his emphasis on the notion of order. This still constitutes a fundamental aspect 
of Huntington´s thought in his present writings on IR regarding democratization 
and civilizations in conflict. Huntington can be regarded as a proponent of 
realism in both IR and development studies whereby the focus is on order and 
stability/instability and power relations. Consequently, his conservative and 
nationalist perspective illustrates well that to the extent Third World countries 
have represented a threat to international security, they have been watched and 
studied not so much for their own sake, but as part of a wider concern for 
international order.  
 
Theoretical Responses 
Realism and neo-realism 
E.H. Carr is accredited with having originally coined the term realism in his 
attempt to distance the study of IR from the normative goals of liberalism. His 
argument that the liberal doctrine of harmony of interests in international affairs 
glosses over the fact that the real conflict found in IR is the one between the 
“haves” and the “have nots” (Cf Brown 1997: 29). This awareness is central 
having in mind in the following. 
 
In this perspective t he international system is perceived as being anarchic - 
implying a focus on the causes and consequences of conflict - as states are 
concerned with the preservation of their sovereignties this leads to competition 
As a consequence it is necessary to establish a balance of power. Power and 
security are central to the notion of power balance. The realist school looks at 
the world from the standpoint of the hegemony. The reasoning behind this 
position is that the hegemonic power is going to decide everything anyway; this 
explains the inability of realism/neo-realism to explain change either from one 
system to another, or within a system (Cox 1986). Realism/neo-realism is tied 
historically to mercantilism and economic nationalism and shares the same 
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epistemological and ontological views on conflict, power and the role of the 
state. 
 
Liberalism and neo-liberalism 
In the liberal and neo-liberal universe co-operation is emphasized instead of 
war-making. Harmony is to be achieved by putting emphasis on individualism 
and the opening up of international markets through trade, deregulation and 
privatization. 
 
Liberalism encompasses theories of “transnationalism” whose claim is that 
states no longer are the dominant actors in world politics; although 
“interdependence” through increased interlinkages between nations create 
vulnerability the tradition maintains that there are mutualities of interests by 
increased co-operation and peace. At first sight this approach seems attractive 
for the Third World, but some states are more equally interdependent than others 
(!)(Dickson 1999: 14-15). Proponents of neo-liberalism base their argument on 
the idea of “normalizing” the Third World by arguing against it being treated as 
a special case. Thus argue among other things, for a policy of de-emphasizing 
the role of the state (Dickson 1997: 46-47). There is an affinity to neoclassical 
economics to the extent that liberalism and modernization theory share the 
crucial belief that catching-up should not be achieved through relative self-
reliance but through openness in terms of economic matters. 
 
Marxism 
Marxism or historical materialism is based on the claim that the core activity in 
any society is based on the way human beings produce their means of existence 
(the internal contradictions of the national capitalist formation are sought 
resolved by projecting them to the international level). With regard to global 
capitalist development it is uneven and bound to produce crises and 
contradictions both between states and social classes. Its core analytical point of 
departure is based on a critical and dialectical method and an attempt to 
understand capitalism and social change. One of the main categories is class 
subordination and contradictions of material interests, which typically are 
situated in the domestic context and extended to the global level.  
 
There are, of course, close links between dependency theory, world system 
theory and a whole range of other perspectives that have origin and intellectual 
debt to Marxism (Schuurman 1993/96). They share the idea that the process of 
development is, when viewed globally, not one of homogenization and universal 
attainment but one of polarization and exclusion (Sutcliffe 1993/96: 136). What 
is noteworthy, is that despite all the criticisms directed at dependency 
perspectives their basic theoretical point is the only one that still can be said to 
be empirically valid. Thus - it is nowadays recognized that many of the Third 
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World’s problems originate outside their own jurisdiction, which validates the 
theory when it points out that dependency is imposed by external forces. The 
basic remedies of Marxism and dependency and not least the focus on unequal 
exchange find their expression in the forced liberalization and deregulation of 
trade and domestic economic matters should be brought back into both schools 
of thought and as such should be seen as a core issue if any fruitful debate 
between IR/IPE and development studies is enacted.  
 
Where does this rather short review of the true traditions leave us? According to 
Dickson (1997), the term “development” implicitly denotes some degree of 
teleology, which implies a process of change and transformation in a particular 
purposeful direction. Development is an on-going process of qualitatively 
ameliorated social, political and economic change. That is, progressive change 
which improves and sustains the quality of life in human society. IR theory is 
concerned with the relationship between state and non-state actors as an issue 
area.3 Development can no longer be perceived as being a localized or national 
problem unless it is possible to isolate particular enclaves completely from the 
international system historically and contemporarily. Development remains a 
global issue but cannot any longer be perceived as a race whereby the South has 
the possibility to catch up with the North (Sachs 1999: 2). Related to this 
problematique, Gramsci showed awareness of the relationship: “In reality, the 
internal relations of any nation are the result of a combination which is 'original' 
and (in a certain sense) unique: these relations must be understood and 
conceived in their originality and uniqueness if one wishes to dominate them 
and direct them. To be sure, the line of development is towards internationalism, 
but the point of departure is the "national"---and it is from this point of departure 
that one must begin. Yet the perspective is international and cannot be 
otherwise” (Gramsci, 1971: 240 cf Sassoon). Having said this it should be 
recognized that the borderline between internal and external is increasingly 
blurred. This is an additional reason why compartmentalization between 
disciplines as well is or should be broken down. 
 
There are plenty of issues which encompass both development studies and IR, 
i.e. international and regional security, growth and equity, global and regional 
politics, and as mentioned poverty and the overall problematique regarding trade 
- the latter being a common denominator for all theories either critically assessed 
or positively and even aggressively promoted. 
 
In relation to this, economic nationalism and present-day Marxism share the 
axiom that sees trade as essentially promoting economic specialization and 
interdependence between unequal partners which thereby creating dependency, 
insecurity, vulnerability, uncertainty about domestic welfare and loss of national 
autonomy. The establishment of an open liberal world economy according to 
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this understanding has always been more apparent than real. The politics of the 
process were important but not transparent. In both the creation of the conditions 
for the internationalization of the world economy as well as setting limits to 
unhampered trade, the state played an important if not the determining role. As 
we enter the new millennium the pendulum is once again swinging in the 
direction of economic nationalism. In fact all nations, and now regions, attempt 
to protect their own interests to the best of their abilities in the international 
economy (Hoogvelt 1997: 211 and 242). 
 
From this discussion it is possible to claim that IR theory has been selective in 
its collection, recording and understanding of events and has ignored a 
significant part of the international system it seeks to explain. It only succeeds in 
assuming the universalisation of Western experience and value systems while 
ignoring non-Western ones. There is no doubt that also in academic life it 
remains true that world history has always been written from the more powerful 
nations point of view. This is why we can discern that the pendulum in both IR 
theory and development studies has swung according to changing sentiments in 
the academic and political establishment in the North (in particular in the United 
States), and of course changing social and political realities. Neo-realists utilize 
neo-liberal discourses when it suits certain interests of the American economy; 
the ideology of neo-liberal globalization has indeed been the Damocles sword 
applied to the Third World in the aftermath of the Cold War. During this 
systemic confrontation, modernization theory was used as an ideological tool to 
counter communism in the Third World. In this regard the dominant liberal 
discourses of development, peace, human rights, environment concerns are 
based on ambiguities and outright hypocrisies. On this and the following draw 
on Mushakoji’s brilliant and sharp analysis of the five beliefs of liberal 
technocrats which are (1994: 12-14): 1) rationality - social progress is ruled by 
means and rationality. You have to find good means to achieve a good goal. You 
don’t discuss whether the goal is good or bad. What is important is the means to 
achieve the goal; 2) through the “means and rationality model”, decision-makers 
are able to find rational solutions to any problem whether natural or social. They 
don’t search for the causes to the problem but try to solve it and thereby create 
new ones; 3) by using technocratic management they avoid “power relations and 
counter-trends”; 4) social chauvinism is the main culprit of technocratic liberal 
ideology - based in the idea that there is a “survival of the fittest” situation and 
the North-South gap is just a consequence of this Darwinist process; 5) those 
propositions are based on majority rule who adopt their ideology and are willing 
to solve the problem according to the dominant paradigm (economism, 
marketization and corporatism) they propose. All others are left out. Thus the 
real power of the West (the North) lies not so much in its massive economic 
development and technological advances but, rather, in its power to define 
(Sardar 1999). 
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The hegemony of neo-liberal discourse has left the Third World and 
“progressive” development theorists with either naive optimism or a nihilist 
almost fatalistic passive acceptance of the alternance “the end of history” i.e. 
freedoms of the individual/markets, endless pluralities of rights and materialisms 
based on consumerism. Development specialists theorists have become 
managers and engineers who steer development by “pointing at the moon and 
looking at the finger”. Together with Schuurman and others I would suggest that 
it is time to reconsider these propositions: “Whichever theoretical corner we 
may choose to sit in, it cannot be denied that development on a global scale is of 
importance to the inequalities within the Third World, and between the First and 
Third Worlds. The debt burden of the Third World and the influence of 
international financial organizations on policies in these countries are known 
examples. Lesser known, though not less important, is the increasing triadisation 
of the world economy, whereby Europe, the U.S. and Japan ‘play ball’ with each 
other and increasingly large parts of the Third World stand on the sidelines, 
while summoned at the same time to throw themselves at the mercy of the world 
market. Inequality is thus a relevant concept, not only on a micro-level (the 
household) or meso-level (social categories), but also on a supranational level” 
(Schuurman 1993/96: 31). 
 
As an outcome of this discussion, it can be said that IR /IPE theory and 
development studies share the following interests: 
 
1) Both relate to varying degrees to the interaction between states, markets, civil 
societies and international institutions; here the notion of order becomes crucial 
both at the local, regional and global levels because it is directly related to the 
balance of forces in the systems both in terms of within social forces and in 
terms of between social forces. There is great diversity within each discipline 
and perspective and a new tendency of cross-fertilization among them 
(Underhill 2000: 7). 
 
2) Development studies focus on resolving problems of the Third World, based 
on prescriptions and medicines mainly given by the developed countries. 
Development studies thus ought to be also considered the discipline of studying 
North-South relations and as such should be incorporated into IR/IPE. 
 
3) The two disciplines are inseparable! The merger of IPE and development 
studies must rely on a heterodox set of theories, which can be re-grouped into 
the differentiation between problem-solving and critical theories (Cox 1986: 
208). According to understanding this solving theories are those which tend to 
prescribe solutions to problems that might unsettle the international system 
thereby contributing to the perpetuation of the status quo. In contrast critical 
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theory tends to question the existing world order and explore opportunities for 
change in institutions and social constructions. As such it is possible to make a 
clear distinction between the two categories based on ontologies and visions. 
The first comprises the problem-solving theories, which considers the world as 
the best of all possible worlds. They are status quo oriented, that is, the 
structures are viewed as viable and changes are limited to reforms within these 
structures. This theoretical body is deterministic and functions as source for 
establishing guidelines for decision-makers. The second category consists of the 
critical theories, which consider the world as being imperfect. They are 
concerned with understanding the history of the international structure, that is, 
how it came into being and what the possibilities are for changing it. They thus 
explore the possibilities for changing the status quo. It is quite obvious that to 
the first category comprises modernization/neo-liberalism, and neo-
mercantilism/neo-realism, while Marxism/dependency and post-
modern/postcolonial theories can be situated in the other category.  
 
Critical chaos theory and IPE providing a link with development theory? 
One way to move forward is to approach the problematique through a complete 
break with traditional thinking by suggesting that the point of departure should 
be based on the idea of chaos as generating new order where subordinate 
discourses are created through the terrain of language, meaning and knowledge 
(Mushakoji 1994: 9-10). 
 
This approach characterizes order at the national and international level as 
basically a function of the same question: How do the rules and the minimum of 
regularity in social relations without which no order is possible come to be 
constructed? 
 
Mainstream IR theory and development theory (realism, neo-realism, 
transactionalism, interdependence, modernization theory (functionalism) etc.) 
cannot really provide an answer to this question. They are burdened by the 
legacies from neo-institutionalism in political science and neo-classical 
economics from which they borrow their vocabulary, method of approach and 
arguments; basically they assume the problem to be already solved: regimes and 
international institutions have the advantage of conferring a certain stability on 
exchanges by permitting reciprocal expectations and better mutual information. 
The firm belief being that whenever a new institution has been established 
(local, national, regional or global) all problems will be solved according to a 
naive belief in the increased flow of information and transactions. The point is 
however, that in international relations, as in other forms of social interplay, 
there is never a fixed rule: Rules constantly evolve and change with events. 
Combining this recognition with IPE and development studies allows a more 
complex but dynamic approach where underdevelopment, war, peace and 
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political institutionalism as well as structures are intimately intertwined and 
contrasted. This is done through recognition of relationships between politics 
and economics and between states and markets based on three fundamental 
premises: 1) The fact that politics and economics cannot be meaningfully 
separated implies that the dynamics of geo-economics (competitive advantage) 
and geo-politics (security) are intimately bound together; 2) politics is the means 
by which economic structures, in particular markets, are established and 
transformed as the results of political interactions generated by competing social 
political interests in a particular economic and institutional setting; 3) the 
intimate connection between domestic and international levels of analysis means 
that the global political economy cannot be meaningfully packaged into a 
separate space. Hence, the international system is much more akin to a state-
society complex, spanning domestic and international levels of analysis with the 
institutions and agencies of the state at its core.  
 
In this regard one of the leading proponents of chaos theory Jean-Daniel 
Reynaud suggests that instead of speaking about regime it would be better to use 
the term joint-regulation. The theory of joint-regulation or social control for that 
matter does not presuppose a body of specific rules or consensus, and - even less 
- equality between the parties involved. It is seen as a process. The rule is not 
laid down in advance; the activity from which it derives is a continuous give and 
take of exchanges, mutual adjustment and negotiation.  
 
This approach leaves space for irrational behavior, for the pathology of decision-
making and for confrontation: the rules are not established once and for all and 
cannot be deduced from a predetermined function or structure. They are shaped 
and reshaped in response to the actual results of the action, in an unceasing 
negotiation in which new distinctions, hierarchies and divisions of tasks are 
established. 
 
Two sources of regulation can be distinguished: an externally controlled 
regulation and self-regulation. They coexist as constant rivals hence the concept 
of joint regulation. The potential of this approach in an international system, 
consisting of unequal partners in a structure of asymmetrical interdependence, is 
that it brings to the fore the subtle interplay that comes into being between 
hegemonic coalitions wielding power to set the rules and the target-groups of 
such rules. 
 
The characteristic feature of crises in regulation is the element of instability 
marked by the breaking down of former systems and the slow and contradictory 
search for new structures, the outcome of which cannot be foreseen. This way of 
approaching the complexities of order and disorder is based on what Johan 
Galtung has described as “order is not peaceful because it does not allow people 
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to live in the way they want to live. And so if you want to have peace you must 
have chaos. You have to eliminate all centralizing powers and this is where the 
idea of world chaos comes in” (Galtung cf. Mushakoji 1994: 11). 
 
If there is a crisis in regulation, regimes and global institutions how do we 
situate the Third World in this situation? In the following an attempt is made to 
combine various theories in a historical perspective. 
 
TINA and the Role of Intellectuals or Professionals  
I would like to draw a particular distinction between the role of the intellectual 
and the role of the scholar as done by Daniel Bell years ago. The scholar, he 
wrote, finds his place in an established tradition, adding piece by piece to it as 
one might do to solve to an elaborate mosaic. In contrast, the intellectual "begins 
with his experience, his individual perceptions of the world, his privileges and 
deprivations, and judges the world by these sensibilities" - and in so doing uses 
himself as a litmus test for the way society regards its citizens." This is of 
extreme relevance, not only because a counter-hegemony to neo-liberal 
technocratism and managerialism is necessary, but because there has been a 
tendency for research to be guided by the professional interests of the researcher 
rather than the needs of those being researched - a hence concentration of 
knowledge and power by elites, and the lack of ongoing relationships between 
research and appropriate forms of involvement in development processes 
(Edwards cf. Booth 1994: 65).  
 
Said argues that the intellectual is "someone whose place it is publicly to raise 
embarrassing questions, to confront orthodoxy and dogma (rather than to 
produce them), to be someone who cannot be easily coopted by governments or 
corporations, and whose raison d’être is to represent all those people and issues 
that are routinely forgotten or swept under the rug". He is particularly harsh on 
those who become servants of power, handmaidens of authority, propagating the 
dominant ideas of the day. Said pursues his argument, insofar as the intellectual 
within a national community is concerned, by stating that the principle for the 
intellectual should be "never solidarity before criticism." As he notes, this may 
sometimes mean that even intellectuals who represent the suffering of their 
people are obliged to reveal that their own people may be causing harm to others 
(Said 1994: 11 and 32). 
 
There is much to be said for Said's proposition that the intellectual should be an 
amateur with a responsibility to address the large issues, rather than remaining 
buried in a narrow specialization, speaking a coded language comprehensible 
only by other specialists.4 That is why the approach presented here is motivated 
by the desire to answer analytical questions of substantive interest rather than 
the desire or attempt to validate general theoretical perspectives. There is 
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nonetheless, a shared epistemological core of general ideas about how social 
structures work and how they should be investigated. 
 
A New Research Agenda5
It should be realized that no single ready-made theoretical model can provide all 
the tools necessary to explain the link between development theory and IPE, but 
an eclectic combination offers enough leverage to make a start (Evans 1995: 5). 
Sutcliffe points to something essential, when he notes that three processes have 
tended to overlap in recent debates regarding development - although the 
theorist had been left in a catch-twenty-two after the so-called impasse further 
reinforced by the notion of There is No Alternative (TINA); the signs which 
point in the right direction are: “the growth of the attainability and desirability 
critiques of the standard development model; the displacement of economics 
from the centre of the debate on development by ecology, sociology and cultural 
studies, as well as social movements; and the rise of discussions of ecological 
imperialism and cultural imperialism” (Sutcliffe 1993/96: 150). These debates 
have established a positive point of departure for setting a new research agenda.  
 
Grounded on the general trend of unequal and uneven globalization, the research 
agenda should approach the problematique of development in an international 
perspective based on the application of an interdisciplinary perspective and 
methodology. 
 
This permits a methodological approach whereby conceptualizations of 
development and globalization are strengthened by including the manner the 
different parts of the world system are influenced by the global forces while 
likewise bringing into view the influence exerted by the different component 
parts on the process of globalization itself. It is thought that by bringing into 
play the interaction of globalization (understood as essentially emanating from 
within the industrialized world) with development (comprehended as structural 
transformation processes within Third World societies), greater clarity can be 
shed on present world trends. It is thus assumed that this holistic way of 
understanding globalization and influencing solutions of development, through 
what may be called a ”multi-layered” dialectical approach, allows for a variety 
of levels of analysis as well as objects of investigation. 
 
To the extent that the attempt is made to link the different levels of globalization 
and the variegated transformation processes, such an agenda represents efforts at 
basic research. In doing so, concepts and frameworks are developed permitting a 
better understanding of the geopolitical and geoeconomic processes as well as 
the influence of socio-political forces at the global, regional and local levels. 
The application of a critical interdisciplinary theoretical approach and 
conceptual development permits the grasping of the dynamics and 
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contradictions which globalization imposes on local communities and social 
actors as well as identifying possible responses. Although the concrete projects 
may be different in scope, together they establish an understanding of the 
preconditions for peace and security at the levels of the international political 
economy and societal contexts, including questions such as identity, gender and 
ethnicity in civil society. 
 
The common intellectual and methodological framework is driven by 
interdisciplinary problem-oriented and policy relevant research based on the 
theme of globalization and political, social and economic development at the 
macro, meso and micro levels. These considerations are related to the following 
thematics: 
 
-  Generating new knowledge on the basis of interdisciplinary theoretical and 
empirical scrutiny of the changing relationships and processes of 
globalization and development; 
-  Explicitly introducing questions of power and agency to structures and 
processes of globalization and development; 
-  Mounting critical and reflexive analyses of issues, problems, cases, areas 
and challenges from the meta to the micro-levels related to the specific 
context and dynamics of globalization and development; 
-  Identifying asymmetric relations, additions and subtractions to human 
security, inclusions and exclusions of various categories of social strata as 
related to processes of unilateral liberalization by the nation-state, 
multilateral liberalization by the IFIs and the WTO, voluntary and 
involuntary regionalizations and different forms of interactions by global 
and local actors; 
-  Identifying various forms of resistance to globalization and searching for 
alternatives to conventional approaches to globalization and development at 
the levels of conceptual, empirical and social practices.  
 
With this critical review in mind and on the background of a sufficient treatment 
cover of the variables of the institutional and organizational factors - we have to 
move beyond those approaches to complement and add other relevant theoretical 
tools and instruments which are suitable for the kind of analysis which is 
intended here. It still remains a problem that very little has in actual fact been 
written on the process of economic policy formulation and decision-making, and 
even less on the interplay of national and international forces that affect the 
process. In the following I want to finish where I started with a short discussion 
about world order and local disorders and chaos in the North-South development 
trajectory. 
 
Today it is a fact that the White House in Washington, whether under Clinton or 
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Bush Junior, quietly has abandoned the notion of  "The New World Order". The 
transition from new world order to new world disorder has been completed in a 
very short time, and if chaos generates a new order, which doesn’t emanate 
either from the United States or the trilateral hegemony, it is either because 
“development” per se has become globalized or because it derives from new 
self-organized processes based on grassroots initiatives. 
 
A final remark related to this analyzes is made by John Kenneth Gailbraith who 
speaks of addressing poverty as the prime source of world disorder with a 
continuous and enlarged flow of resources from the rich countries to the poor. 
He also talks of the need to expand educational opportunities in the Third 
World, remembering that there is no literate population that is poor and no 
illiterate that is anything but poor. I tend to agree with this modest proposal as 
minimal prerequisites of order either at the national or the international level. 
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Notes 
 
 
1 The often quoted reference here is worth repetition: “[social] theory is always for someone 
and for some purpose” and can never be objective. (Cox 1986: 207, emphasis in original). 
2 Especially the successful overturning MAI was interpreted by many observers as a major 
victory, and a step forward for winning support from and creating an alliance with the Third 
World. See also the contributions in Gills (2000) for theoretical discussions and empirical 
examples. 
3 The former defined as countries with delimited territories or geographical boundaries and 
some degree of self-governance, while the latter refers to nations, supra institutions, 
transnational organizations, groups and individuals. 
4 The basic tenets of this argument agree with the following epistemological statement: 
"Nearly any reflective person has grounds for dissatisfaction with the social system in which 
he finds himself. Most of us are social critics of one sort or another, though some are more 
severe than others are. A rough distinction can be drawn between the moderate or reformist 
critic and the radical critic: The former believes that the system is fundamentally sound, 
and/or that his society is basically a good society. Any society falls short of its ideals, and 
given that we are all sinners, it is not surprising that things don't go as well as they might. 
This critic believes that existing institutions can and should be modified or argumented in 
various ways to permit or encourage society to approach more closely the appropriate ideals. 
The fact that most reflective people are at least moderate critics is not surprising. They usually 
have enough imagination to conceive of ways in which society might be better. Few such 
people believe that, at the level of social institutions, this is the best of possible worlds. By 
contrast, radical critics believe that existing social institutions are fundamentally unjust or 
immoral." (Arnold 1990: 3). 
5 See Research Program 2001-2003 ‘Globalization, Inequality and Human Security’, Research 
Center on Development and International Relations, Aalborg University, Denmark. 
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